data in defence of politically expedient but mistaken theories, with damaging effects on Soviet agriculture. When in the 1940s his theories received Joseph Stalin's imprimatur, Soviet genetics, which had flourished through the 1920s and 1930s, was destroyed. But they have their comparison the wrong way round. In the present case it is the proponents of race-gender-IQ theories who are defending a mistaken but politically expedient theory, with potentially seriously damaging social consequences.
Ceci and Williams defend the principle of free speech; you should not be silenced for arguing for phlogiston, although your grant applications based on the theory are unlikely to be funded (except by Foundations for the Defence of Phlogiston, which certainly exist in the case of race, gender and IQ). But it is my impression that, far from being silenced, phlogiston theorists get quite a bit of time on air and in print. Freedom of speech should be defended, but it cannot be an unbounded freedom in cases where, more than just falsely crying "Fire!" in a crowded theatre, the speech provides the matches and petrol for those who are actively trying to set the place alight.
Steven Rose Open University, UK e-mail: S.P.R.Rose@open.ac.uk A useful way to glean social information SIR -Rose concludes by noting, when it comes to research on race, gender and IQ, that "there is no valid knowledge to be found in this area at all". Is the worldwide increase in IQ not valid, and should its insights into the malleability of racial differences in intelligence be ignored? Is the superiority of women's mathematical grades unimportant? Does the convergence of black and white test scores not inform our understanding of how to achieve a more just society? All of these findings stemmed from research that Rose claims is invalid.
One-party science may appease some now, but will eventually stymie scientific understanding. The recent renaissance of research on Lamarckian modes of genetic transmission shows that not all widely acknowledged 'dead' theories are 100% wrongLamarck was dismissed years ago, but today his ideas spur valuable science.
Rose argues that a single g-loaded coefficient, such as an IQ score, cannot capture all of intelligence. We agree. However, the limitations of IQ are not a reason to muzzle researchers who believe that, albeit imperfect, it nevertheless provides important predictive information.
Rose argues that the dubious biological underpinnings of race render scientific analyses meaningless. Although we agree that the terms white, black, Caucasian or Asian do not define distinct races, this misses the point: self-defined race often provides the largest coefficient in models of achievement. Even if race is a proxy for a chain of social and environmental events that are not genetic, this does not minimize the scientific value of studying it. No one who selfdefines as black will deny that this identity is omnipresent in their own and others' consciousness, influencing social interactions and stirring identity threat. Most governments require reporting of racial gaps; numerous studies target narrowing them. Such factors justify studying race, even if it is entirely socially constructed.
The same goes for gender, which -as Rose points out -is highly influenced by socialization but nonetheless continues to offer important insights as a category. Empirical research reveals cognitive differences between the sexes in 4-month-old babies. Even if one argues that these infants' environment has already caused sex differences, this does not gainsay their empirical basis nor their scientific validity.
No Although many people affirm that human life begins when the sperm is impregnated into the egg, either naturally or artificially, they ignore the role of the uterus. Human status is attributed by some to 5-day-old embryos, which consequently would receive the same protection rights as any person. Do frozen and/or inviable embryos, which could never be implanted in a maternal uterus, deserve this status? To begin the process of forming a living human, there must be connection of an embryo to a mother's epithelial cells. This requires the interaction of the embryo with the endometrium (the wall of the uterus).
The Brazilian constitution states that the civil rights of a person begin at the moment of live birth. The law extends these neonate rights from the moment of conception -but only if the baby is born alive. A fertilized egg that is not implanted in the uterus is neither a neonate nor a person. According to traditional Roman law: "Nasciturus pro iam nato habetur, quotiens de commodis eius agitur", which translates as "The unborn child is treated as a child already born in all things respecting its interests". This was presumably conditional on its being born alive. If not, then this protection becomes obsolete.
For a human being to exist and to benefit from civil protection laws, the uterus is a crucial component.
